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Debtor Steve McDanid goped sfrom the bankruptcy court’s* order overruling hisobjectionto the

The Honorable Dennis D. O'Brien, United States Bankruptcy Judge for the Didtrict of
Minnesota, Stting by desgnetion.

*The Honorable David P. McDondd, United States Bankruptcy Judge for the Eastern Didtrict
of Missouri.



proof of dam filed by Riversde County Department of Child Support Sarvices (“RCDCSS’). We have
jurisdictionover thisgpped from thefind order of the bankruptcy court. See 28 U.S.C. § 158(b). For the
reasons st forth below, we affirm the bankruptcy court’s order overruling McDanid’ s objection.

BACKGROUND

The debtor, Steve McDanid, filed achapter 13 bankruptcy petition on April 24, 1998. On August
14, 1998, McDanid filed atimdy proof of daim on behdf of RCDCSS in the amount of $9,250.00-an
esimated figure representing his prepetition child support debt induding prepetition interest. On June 16,
2000, RCDCSSfiled an untimely proof of daim basad on the same prepetition child support delot but in
the amount of $11,212.42. RCDCSS s proof of dam incdluded a detailed computation of the amount of
the claim reflecting interest accrued on the child support delot only up to the dete McDanid filed his
bankruptcy petition. The chapter 13 trustee objected to the proof of dam filed by RCDCSS asuntimely.
McDanid filed aresponse assarting that RCDCSS s proof of daim amended the proof of daimwhich had
been previoudy filed on Augudt 14, 1998. The trustee subsequently withdrew his objection. However, on
September 9, 2000, McDanid filed his own objection to RCDCSS s proof of daim, seeking to disdlow
any amount in excess of $9,250.00. A hearing asto McDanid’ s objection was conducted on December
21, 2000. On January 24, 2001, the bankruptcy court entered an order overruling McDanid’ s objection
to RCDCSS s proof of dam.

McDanid gppeds from the bankruptcy court's order of January 24, 2001, asserting that the
amount Sated in RCDCSS sproof of damwrongfully induded posipetitioninterest. RCDCSS assartsthet
its proof of dam did not include podipetition interest and that McDanid’s objection was properly
overuled?

STANDARD OF REVIEW
Ongpped, wereview the bankruptcy court’ sfindings of fact for dear error and its condusions of
lawv de novo. Fed. R. Bankr. P. 8013; Hatcher v. U. S Trugtee (In re Hatcher), 218 B.R. 441, 445
(B.A.P. 8th Cir. 1998) (citations omitted); Gourley v. Usery (InreUsary), 123 F.3d 1089, 1093 (8th Cir.

3Before both the bankruptcy court and this Court on goped, the parties attempted to litigate the
dischargehility of prepetition and postpetition interest arising from a nondischargesle child support
debt. However, the daim alowance order giving rise to the ingtant goped makes no determination of
these issues, and we amilarly dedine to address them. Such issues may belitigated in the context of an

gopropriate adversary proceeding.



1997); O'Ned v. Southwest Mo. Bank (In re Broadview Lumber Co.), 118 F.3d 1246, 1250 (8th Cir.
1997).

DISCUSSION
“A proof of daim which comports with the requirements of Bankruptcy Rule 3001(f) conditutes
primafade evidence of the vdidity and amount of thedam,” and filing an ajection “does not deprivethe
proof of dam of presumptive vaidity unlessthe objection is supported by subgtantid evidence” Brown
V. IRS (In re Brown), 82 F.3d 801, 805 (8th Cir. 1996) (citations omitted); seedso Granv. IRS(Inre
Gran), 964 F.2d 822, 827 (8th Cir. 1992). Thus the objecting party beers the burden of producing
suffident evidence to rebut the presumptive vaidity of aproof of daim. Brown, 82 F.3d at 805.

McDanid’ sobjectionto RCDCSS sproof of dam reatesto the amount of the child support debt
that was owed a the time McDanid filed his bankruptcy petition. McDanid contends that RCDCSS
overstated the amount that was due, suggesting that RCDCSS mugt have induded podpdtition interest in
itsJune 16, 2000, proof of dlaim. However, RCDCSS sproof of daim doesnat gppear to haveinduded
any podpdtition interest in itsca culation of theamount of thedam. Moreover, theresmply isno evidence
intherecord before usthat RCDCSS oversated theamount of itsdamin any manner. BecauseMcDanid
falled to produce subgtantia evidenceto rebut the presumptive vaidity of RCDCSS sproof of dam, we
afirm the bankruptcy court’s order overruling McDanid’ s objection.

CONCLUSION

Based on the foregoing, we affirm the bankruptcy court’s January 24, 2001, order overruling
McDanid’ s objection to RCDCSS s proof of dam.
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